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Rural Route I 4210
Glasgow, MT 59230
November 21,2003

Environmental Quality Council
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Parks Division
Fisheries Division
Wildlife Division
Conservation & Education Division
Design & Construction Bureau

Montana State Library, Helena
MT Environmental Information Center
Montana Audubon Council
State Historic Preservation Office, Helena
Fort Peck Tribes
Wolf Point CityMayor, City Council, Public Works Director
Roosevelt County Commissioners
George Ochenski

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Please find enclosed an Environmental (EA) addressing a proposed sale of 3.29 acres of
State land, managed by the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks for recreation to the Fort
Peck Tribes for construction of a water intake and pumping station. The Montana
Environmental Protect Act (MEPA) requires the writing of an EA for any acquisition or
disposition of state lands or interest in lands. Montana Fish, Wildlife and parks is
proposing the selling of this acreage in an effort to support the Fort Peck Reservation
Rural Water System and Dry Prairie project, which will provide water to municipal, rural,
and industrial uses.

Please submit any comments that you have by 5:00 pm., December 5, 2003 to the
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks in Glasgow, MT at the address listed above. Completion
of this proposed land transaction is contingent upon approval being granted by myself the
Fish, Wildlife and Parks Regional Supervisor. If you have any questions, feel free to
contact me at (406) 228-3700. Please note that this draft EA will be considered as final if
no substantive comments are received by the deadline listed above.

Sincerely,

Jim Satterfield
Regional Supervisor
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MEPA/I\EPA(HB495 C IIE C KLIST

PART I. PROPOSF'N ACTION TIF'SCRIPTION

1. Type of Proposed State Action

Sale of 3.29 acres of state land, managed by the Montana Departrnent of Fistr, Wildlife and Parks for
recreation to the Fort Peck Tribes for conskuction of a water intake and pr:mping station. The water intake
and pumping station would provide water to the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System and Dry Prairie
project to provide water for municipal, rural, and industrial uses. The appraised fair market value of the
land is $1,000 for the 3.29 aues, which will be paid by the Fort Peck Tribes to Montana Fistr, Wildlife, and
Parks.

2. Agency Authority for the Proposed Action

87-l-209 Annotated Code- Acquisition or Sale of Lands or Water

3. Name of Project

Fort PecklDry Prairie Water System - Intake and Pump Station Project

4. Name, Address and Phone Number of Project Sponsor (if other than the agency)

TomEscarcega
Fort PeckAssiniboine and Sioux Tribes
POBox 1027
Poplar, MT 59255

5. If Applicable:

EstimatedConstruction/CommencernentDate 0l/01/04
EstimatedCompletionDate 06/30/04
Current Status of Project - Design and engineering nearly cornplete but no construction has been
complaed

6. Location Affected by Proposed Action (county, range and township)

Roosevelt County, T27N, R48E, Section 28

7 . Project Size: Es''nate the number of acres that would be directly affected that are currently:

(a) Developed: (c) WetlandslRiparian
residential.. 0 acres Areas........................... ,.0 acres
industrial 0 acres

O) Open Space./Woodlands/
Recreation................. i ?q acres



(d)

(e)

Floodplain.. ......... 1-o acres

Productive:
irrigatedcropland 0 acres

drycropland ..........0 acres

forestry....... o acres

rangeland 0 acres

other........... 0 acres

Map/site plan: attach an original 8llzn x 11" or larger section of the most recent USGS 7.5'

series topographic map showing the location and boundaries of the area that would be

affected by the proposed action. A different map scale may be substituted if more appropriate
or if required by agency rule. If available, a site plan should also be attached.

See attached

g. Narrative SummarT of the Proposed Action or Project including the Benefits and Purpose of
the Proposed Action.

The proposed action is the sale of 3.29 acres of state land administered by the Montana Department of Fish,

Wildlife, and Parks to the Fort Peck Tribes for construction of a water intake to withdraw water

from the Missouri River and a pumping station. The project would consist of a new 15.7 million
gallons per day raw water intake, wet well, pr:mp station, access road and transmission pipeline.

The raw water intake would consist of a passive screen intake structure in the channel of the

Missouri River and a buried pipeline (ry to 22 feet deep) to an adjacent wet well. The pump station

would be constructed of masonry blocks with vertical turbine pumps, intake backrvash systenr, and

diesel ge'lrerator.

The project would exte,lrd from the north bank of the Missouri River, just downstream from the Highway 13- 
bridge, approximately 250 feet into the river to the thalweg (deepest part of channel). A 24-inch

steei pipeline would extend from the intake structure to a wet well and pumping station,

upp.*i."t"ly 200 feet from the river. Approximately, 100 linear feet of riverbank would be

AsturUea by construction of the pipeline and intake. A corridor 50 feet in width would be

excavated for placement of the intake and pipeline to the pumping station.

No permanent fill rnaterial or permanent cuts would be required in the river channel or floodplain' River

sediments excavated during intake and pipeline installation would be replaced as bacldill in the

tre,lrch. It is not anticipated that riprap would be needed to stabilize the bank after construction.

The location of the intake and trench is protected from erosive current action by the existing bridge.

Revegetation without the use of riprap is expected to be adequate in stabilizing distrubed portions

of the streambank.

10. Listing of eny other Local, State or Federal agency that has overlapping or additional
jurisdiction.

(a) Permits:
Agenc), Name Permit Date File.l/#

8.



MDFWP Joint Application for Work in Montana's Streams, Wetlands O4lOllO3
Fort Peck Tribes 401 Certification
EPA Stormwater Permit (o be obtained by contractor)

(b) Funding:

^geneyName Frrnding Amorrnt

Fort Peck Rese,r:vation Water System Act of 2000 (PL 106-382,114 Stat. 1451) S175,000,000

(c) OtherOverlappingorAdditionalJurisdictionalResponsibilities:
AgencyName T$re of Resnfrnsihility

Bureau of Reclamation Project oversight and NEPA compliance
Montana Departnent of Transportation Highway right-of-way occupancy permit
Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Perrrit
FortPeckTribes 401 Certificationof404Permit
State Historic Presenration Office Cultual resources clearance

Bureau of Indian Atrairs Operation and Maintenance of project facilities

11. List of Agencies Consulted during Preparation of the EA:
Montana Deparftnent of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks

,- Bureau of Reclamation. \ SHPO
Bureau of Indian Aftain

Other age,lrcies were contacted during preparation of the Prograrnrnatic EA for the Fort Peck Reservation

Rural Water Systerrq which this proposed action is part of ( Final Programrnatic EA).
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PART II. E'I\WIROI\[MT'NTAI RT'VIE W

L t.AND RFSOITRCFS

Will the proposed action result in:

b. Disnptioq displaceman! erosion, conpactiorl
moisture loss, orover+overing of soiio which
would reduce productivity or fertility?

<c. huction, covering or rrodiEcation of any

ique geologic or physical features?

d. Changes in siltation, deposition or erosion
pattems that rnay rnodi$ the channel ofa river or
stream or the bed or shore ofa lake?

e. Exposure ofpeople orprcperty to eartlquakes,
landslides, gound frilure, or other natural hazad?

Nanative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effects on l:nd Resources (Atach additional pagcs ofnarrative ifneodod):

)

cq

Commen

on Air Rcsources (Auach additional pages of nanative

lndude a narative e)Qlanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknown, explain why the unknown impad f\/rt
or can not be evaluated.

lndude a nanative desqiption addressing the items identified in 12.8.604-1a (ARM)
Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.
lnclude a discussion about he issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be useful.

4

2. AIR

Will the proposed action result in:

< a. Emission ofair pollutanS or deterioration of
ambient air quality? (also see I 3 (c))

b. Crcation ofobjectionable odors?

c. Altemtion of airmovem€nt, mois'tul€, or
tempemture pattms or any change in clirnate, either
locally orregionally?

d. Adverse effects on vegetation, including crops, due
to incrcased emissions ofpolluUnS?

q6e. For P-RfiLI nrnjcts, will the project resuft in any
discharge which will conflict with federal or state air
quality rcgs? (Also see 2a)

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects



3. WATFR

Will the proposed action result in:

MPACTT

Catr Irryact Be

Mitieat€d'
Comment

IndexUnknowar None MiDoD
Potentially
Sipfficant

< a. Dscharge into surface water or any alteration of
surface wato quality iocluding but not limited to
temp€ratu€, dissolved oxygen or tubidity?

x Partially 5

b. Changes in drainage pattcms or the ratc and amount of
surface runofl

x No 6

c. Alteration of the course or magritude of flood water or
other flows?

x

d. Changes in the amount of sur&ce wat€r in any water

body or creation ofa new water body?
x No 7

e. Exposure ofpeople or prop€rty to water relatexl bazards

such as flooding?
x

f. Changes in the quality ofgroundwater? x
g. Changes in the quantity ofgroundwater? x
h. Increase in risk ofcontamination ofsurface or
goundwater?

x

i. Efrocts on any existing water right or rcservation? x
j. Effects on otho wat€,r usqs as a rEsult of any alteration

in sur&ce or groundwaterquality?
x

ftects on otherusers as a result of any altemtion in
rce or grculdwater quantitY?

x

6ql.For P-R/ILI, will the project affect a designated

floodplain? (AIso see 3c)

x No 8

Cm. For P-R/TLI, will the project result in any discharge

that wi[ afect federal or state water quality regulations?
(AIso see 3a)

x See 3.b 6

n. Other:

Narrative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Water Resources (Anach additional pages ofnarrative ifneeded):

9 lnclude a nanative explanation under part lll describing the scope and level of impacl. lf the impac{ is unknorvn, e)Plain why the unknown impacl has not

or can not be evaluated.

q lnclude a nanative desoiption addressing the items identified in 12.8.60'l-1a (ARM)

e Determine wtrether he describ€d impact may result and respond on tre checklist. Desoibe any mirpr or potentlally signmcant impacts'

io lnclude a discussion about the issue in he EA nanative and indr.rde documentaton if it will be usetul.

I
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4. VFGFTATION

Will the proposed action result in:

nfPACIr

Can Impact Be

Mitimtod co.-*tNt#Unlnownl None Minoi
Potentially

Sipificant

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity orabundance ofplant
species (including trees, shnrbs, grass, crops, and aquatic plans)?

x Partially 9

b. Alteration of a plant community? x No l0

c. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatened, or endangered

species?
x

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity ofany agricultuml land? x
e. Establishment orspnead ofnoxious weeds? x Yes l1

acfforEB.trtl will the project affect welands, or prime and
unique frrmland?

x

g. Other:

Nanative Dccription and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effets on Land Resources (Attach additional pagc of narrative if needed):

3 lndude a nanati\re explanation under Part lll deseibing the scope and level of impact. lf he impac{ is unknown, eplain wtry tte unknown impact \/rtor can not be ewluated.

c Determine wfieher the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Desoibe any minor or potentially significant impacts.cq lndude a disqrssion about the issue in the EA nanative and indude documentation if it will be usefr,rl.

6
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< 5. FISHN/TI DI tFF

,, rll the proposed action result in:

IMPACt'

CanIryact Be

Mitimted'
Commeirt

IndsUnknown' Nonc Minof
Potentially

Sigrificant

a. Deterioration ofcritical fish or wildtfe habitat? x
b. Changes in the diversity or abundance of game animals or bird
spocies?

x

c. Changes in the diversity or abundance ofnongame species? x
d. Introduction of new spcies into an arra? x
e. Creation of a barrier to the migration or movement of anfunals? x
f. Adverse effecs on any unique, rare, thrcatened, or endangered

species?
x

g. Increase in conditions that stess wildlife populations or limit
abundanco (including harassmeirt lepl or illegal hawest or other human
activity)?

x

q6h. For P-R/TLI, will the project be performed in any area in which
T&E species are present, and will the goject affect any T&E species or
their habitat? (AIso see 5f)

x Partially t2

6i. Fnr P-R/TLI, will ttre project intoduce or er(port any sp@ies not
presently or historically occuning in the receiving location? (Also see

5d)

x

j.Other:

l-ve Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if needed):

) lnclude a nanative eplanation under part lll desoibing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknorm, explain why the unknown impac-t has not

or can not be evaluated.

< lnclude a narrative desoiption addressing the items identified in 12.8.60+1a (ARM)

c Determine whether the descdbed impact may result and respond on the checklist. Desoibe any minor or potentially signilicant impads.

cc lnclude a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and indude doqrmenhtion if it will be use{Ul.

7
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6. NOISF/FT FCTRICAI FI.FFCTS

Will the proposed action result in:

II\,IPACf

Can Irpact Be

Mitimted']

- \-/
Lomment

IndexUnknowne None Minoo
Potentially
Sigrrificant

a. Increases in existing noise levels? x Partially 13

b. Exposure of people to scrve or nuisancc noise lwels? x Partially t4

c. Creation ofelectrosatic or electromagn*ic effects that could be

detrimental to human heafth or poperty?
x

d. Interference with radio or television reception and operation? x
e. Other:

Nanative Description and Er,aluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effecs on land Rcources (Attach additional pagc ofnarrative ifneeded):

a lndude a narative eplanation under Part lll descdbirE the scope and level of impacl. lf the impact is unknown, eplain wtry the unknown impac{ f\/t
or can not be evaluated.

a lndude a naniative d€soiption addressing the items identified in 12.9.6041a (ARM)
c Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacts.cc lndude a dis<ussion about the issue in he EA nanative ard indude documenbtion ff it will be useful.

I

: lU\l rrtNl UNfl I i(lJNl\'/ r irN! I



7. t.ANnIrSF

r, dl the proposed action result in:

IMPACt'

Can Impact Be
Mitimtslr

Comment
IndaUnl:nownr None Minor'

Potentially

Sigrificant

a. Afteration of or interference with the productivity or gofitability
ofthe oristing land use ofan area?

x Partially l5

b. Conflicted with a designated natural area or area of unusual
scientific or educational importance?

x

c. Conflict with any existing land use whose presence would
constrain or poteirtially pmhibit the pro,posed action?

x

d. Adverse effecB on or rclocation ofresidencc? x
e. Other: 

-
Narrative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Socondary Effects on Land Resourcc (Attach additional pages ofnarrative ifneeded):

) lnclude a nanative explanation under Part lll desoibing he scope and level of impact. lf the impacl is unknown, e&lain why the unknown impact has notor can not be evaluated.

G Determine wtrether the descdbed impact may result and respond on he checklist. Dessib€ any minor or potentially significant impacts.ce lnclude a discussion about the issue in he EA nanative and include doq.rmentauon if it will be u;efu|.
I



9. COMMIINITYIMPACT

l, rd the proposed action result in:

IMPACP

Canlryact Be

Mitieatod'
Comment

IndexUnlnown' None Minor'
Potentially

Significant

a. Alteration ofthe location, distributiorq dalsity, or growth rate of
the human population ofan area?

x

b. Alteration of the social sfucture of a community? x
c. Alteration ofthe level or distribution ofernployment or
community or personal income?

x

d. Changes in industrial or commercial activity? x
e. Increasod taffic hazards or effects on existing transportation
facilities or pattens ofmovernent ofpeople and goods?

x

f. Other:

Narrative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effects on land Rcources (Attach additional pages ofnarrative ifneeded):

) lnclude a narative e)elanation under part lll desoibing the scope and level of impact lf the impad is unkrcwn, e)Qlain why the unkno,vn impact has not

or can not be evaluated.

< lnclude a narrative description addressing he items identified in 12.8.604-1a (ARM)

c Determine wtrether g1e described impact may result and respond on the ch€cklist Desoibe any mirrcr or potentially significant lmpads.

io lnclude a discussion about he issue in the EA narrative and indude doctlmentation if it will be useful.

11
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10. ptrRI rc SFRVICFS/TAXFS^ lTtI rrIFs

Will the proposed action result in:

n,IplgP

Can knpact Be

Mitieat€d'
Commt_\/

lndo(Unlmowu None Minoi
Potentially

Significant

a. Will the poposed action have an effct upon or result in a need

for new or alterod governnental services in any ofthe following
arcas: fire orpolice protectioq schools, parkVrccrcational frcilities,
roads orotherpublic maintenancg water supply, sewerorseptic
systerns, solid waste disposal, healt[ or other govemmental

services? lf any, spec$: _

x

b. Will the poposed action have an e,fiect upon the local or state tax
base and rcryenues?

x

c. Will the poposed action result in a need for new facilities or
subsantial afterations of any of the following utilities: elotric
power, natural gas, other fuel suply or dislribrtrion systerns, or
communications?

x

d. Will the goposed action resuft in incrcased usod of any energr
source?

x t6

< e. Define p,rojected pvqrue sources x
< f. Define pojected maintename costs.

Narrative Descripion and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effecb on land Resources (Anach additional pages ofnanative ifneeded):

) lndude a nalrau\re e)Qlanatton under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impaa is unknown, explain why the unknown impact h\-at
or can not be evaluated.

< lnclude a nanative desoiption addressing the items identified in 12.g.6041a (ARM)
c Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on Ure ched<list. Desoibe any minor or potentially significant impacts.cc lnclude a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and indude documentation if it will be useful.

12



< I I. AFSTI{FTICS/RFCRFATION

,. .rl the proposed action result in:

NIPASP

Can lryact B€

Midmted'
Comment

IndaUnlnown' None Minor'
Potantially

Sisnificant

a. Altemtion ofany scenic vista or creation ofan aesthetically
offersive site or effect tbat is opcn to public view?

x Partially t7

b. Alteration of the aesthaic cbaracter of a community or
neighborhood?

x

<c. Alteration of the quality or quantity of rrcreational/tourism
opportrnities and setings? (Anach Tourism Report)

x Partially t8

qd. For P-R/ILI, will any designated or goposed wild or scenic

riveis, trails or wildemess ar€as be impacted? (Also see I la, I lc)
x

e. Other:

Narrative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effects on [:nd Rcources (Attach additional pages ofnarrative ifneeded):

) 
-' 

lndude a narative e)elanation under part lll desoibing he scope and level of impact lf tre impact is unknom, eplain why the unknown impact has not

or can not be e\raluated.

< lndude a nanative desoiption addressing he items ident'fied in 12.8.6021-1a (ARM)

e Determine whether the describ€d impact may result and respond on the checklist. Descdbe any minor or potentially significant impacts.

io lnclude a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and include documentation if it will be usetul.
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12. CI II TI IR AI /I{TSTORICAI . RFSOI IRCFS

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPASIJ

Can hryact Be

Mitimtedt
Commo. \-/

tn(le,(Unknown' None Minoi
Potentially

Significant

<. Destnrction or alteration of any sitg stnrcnre or object of
prehistoric hisroric, or paleontological inportance?

x

b. Physical change Out would affect unique cultual values?

c. Effocts on odsing religious or sacred uses ofa site or area? x
gqd. For P-R/IL!, will the prcject affect historic or cultural

resources? Attach SHPTO letter of clearance. (AIso see l2.a)
x t9

e. OOen

Nanative Description and Eraluation of6e Cumulative and Secondary Effects on land Resources (Attach additional pages ofnarrative ifneeded):

e lndude a nanative eplanation under Part lll describing the scope and level of impact. lf the impact is unknoivn, erplain why tre unknown impact \-zltor can rx,t be evaluated.

< lnclude a nanative description addressing the items identified in i2.g.@4-1a (ARM)
c. Determine whether the dccribed impact may result and respond on the checklist. Desoibe any minor or potentially significant impacts.cc lnclude a discussion about the issue in the EA nanative and indr.rde documentation if it will be useful.
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13. SIrMrvrlRv n'var rror,)*,-t"
rcmrcAlrcE

Will the proposed action, considered as a ufrole:

IMPACP

C€n lrryact Be

Mideat€d'
Comment

Indo<
Unknowf None Minoi

Potentially
Significant

a. llave impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project or program may resutt in impacb on two or
more s€parate r€souces which crrate a sigaificant e,fiect when
considered together or in total.)

x

b. Involve potential risk oradvelse effects which are urrcertain but
extemely hazardous if they were to occu?

x

c. Potentially conflict with the substantive rcquirements of any
local, state, or foderal law, regulatiorl standard or formal plan?

x

d. Esablish a precedent or likelihood that future actions with
sigrificant environmental irrpacts will be pmposod?

x

e. Generate subsantial debate or contovelsy about the nature ofthe
impacs that would be created?

x

6f. For P-R/TLI, is the project orpectod to bave organized
opposition or generate substantial public contnoversy? (AIso see
I 3e)

x

6gg. EorEB&J, list any federal or state permits required.

Narrative Description and Evaluation ofthe Cumulative and Secondary Effecs on l-and Resources (Attach additional pages ofnanative ifneoded):

3 lndude a narrative e)planation under Part lll desoibing he scope and level of impact. lf he impact is unknown, explain why he unknoam impact has not
or can not be e\Eluated.

a lnclude a nanative description addressing the items identified in 12.8.60u1-1a (ARM)

c Determine whether the described impact may result and respond on the checklist. Describe any minor or potentially significant impacG.

cc lndude a discrlssion about the issue in he EA nanative and indude documentation if it will be useful.

15
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1. Description and analysis of reasonable altenratives (including the no action alternative) to the proposed action wtrenever

alternatives are reasonabiy available and prude,nt to consider and a discussion of how the altematives would be implemented:

The alternative of constnrcting the water intake and prpeline on Tribal or private land on the Fort Peck Reservation has been

addressed in the .Tinal programmatic Environmental Assessment - Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System - Fort Peck

Resenration and Dry prairie Service Areas" prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation, Montana Department of Natural Resources

and Conserrratior, and Montana De,partnent oi Environmental auatty n 2002. Other sites were investigated and dismissed

from fi'ther consideration due to en-viroDmental, engineering, geotecbnical, cost, or other considerations. The selected site for

the intake and pumping station, located on state fud, hrc;que qualities associated with stable dvsr Sanks and channel

morphology associaLd with presence of the Highway 13 bridge upsteam from the project. The bridge limits bank erosion,

sediment depositioq and channel migration that typically occur on most reaches of the Missouri River.

2. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other contol meEunfies enforceable by the agency or another goverDment

agency:

The programmatic Environmental Assessme,nt ttrat was prepared for this project and the Finding of No Significant lmpact

GONST identify environmental commiments that will be implemented to avoid, reduce, minimiz€ and monitor adverse

impacts-from the project. These commihents are listed in the Programrnatic EA by resource area affected (pages 5-8 through

s-r 1).

3. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA is an EIS required? YES / NO If an EIS is not required, explain why

the EA is the appropriate level of analpis for this proposed action:

An EIS is not required because orly minor impacts would occur.

4. Describe the level of public involvement for this project if any and, given the complexity and the seriousness of the

environmental issues associated with the proposed action, is the level of public involve,ment ap'propriate under the

circumstances?

Six public meetings were held to involve the public in the scoping for the proposed Fort Peck and Dry Prairie Project for

preparation of the draft Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System. The draft

Programmatic EA was also distibuted for comments from age,ncies and members of the public. Comments received were

addressed in the Final Programmatic EA. There were no comm€nts that reflected the view by agencies or the public that

inrFacts would be of the level of significance to require an EIS. The intake and pumping station and other project components

were addressed in the Programmatic EA.

5. Duration of comment period if any:

30 days

6. Name, title, address and phone number of the Person(s) Responsible for Preparing the EA:

Joe C. Elliotf Ecological Consultant, 3918 LincolnRoad, Missoula, Montana 59802 Telephone406-542-5014
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PART III. NARRATIYE EVALUATION AI\D COMMENT

This Environmental Assessment addresses direct and indirect impacts of the sale 3.29 acres of state land managed
by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks for recreation. The atternative of granting an easementfor
the parcel of state land versus the sale of the land was considered as an alternative but refected because of liability
issues. lf an easement were granted by the state and the project caused damage or injury to persons or property,
the state could be subject to liability for damages. With the sale of land, liabilityfor the project would resi wiin tne
Fort Peck Tribes.

Proposed construction of the water intake and pumping station near Wdf Point is part of the larger Fort Peck
Reservation Rural Water System. Potential impacts and mitigation are addressed for the entire project in the
Programmatic EA prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation and state agencies. This programmatic EA addressed
potential impacts but did not address site-specific impacts that would result from the construction of the intake and
pumping station near Wdf Point. Although, the Programmatic EA did not specifically address potential impacts of
the intake and pumping station near Wolf Point, the range of impacts addressed in the Programmatic EA are
consistent with the impacts expected with construction and operation of the facilities near Wolf Point. As concluded
in the Programmatic EA and in this site-specific EA, the proposed sale of state land and construction of a water
intake and pumping station would have minor effects on physical, biological, and human resour@s.

LAND RESOURCES

Response to comments I and 2

lmpacts !o soil would be te,mporary, resulting from construction of the water intake and prpeline. Excavation of the tnench and
intake in the Missouri River would increase zuspended sediment levels and turbidity in the river downsteam from the project
site. The Missouri River carries high sediment loads nahrally and the short-tei:n contribution from this project would be small,
and have negligible effects on the sediment budget of the river. Currently, bank stability st€,mming from operation of the Fort
Peck Darn is a major problem on the Fort Peck reach of the Missouri River. Slumping baDks contribute to loads of suspended
and bedload sediments in the Missouri River, which affect the d>mamics of channel migration and sandbar/island formation and
erosion. This project would result in intensive manage,ment to stabilize a reach of riverbank at the project site and would not
increase erosion of banls upsteam or downstream.

Increased sediment in the stneam would [s minimiz.ed [y I

o Bacldlling immediarcly after pipe is placed in the hench
o Placing silt barriers to control sediment delivery from slo,pes

o Stockpiling soil from the fiench out of the water at least 50 feet from the riverbank
o Selection of a site ufrere the channel and bank are stable

o Restoration of original steambank and bed contor:rs
o Servicing and refueling equipment at least 250 feet from water
o Riprap banks uihe,re flow conditions prevent stabilization with vegetation

ATR

Response to comments 3 and4
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The pumping station would be op€rated by electicity with a backup diesel ge,lrerator for emergencies. If the diesel generator

were rued in emergencies, hydrocarbon air emissions would adversely affect local air quality. If more than 100 tons per year

urere e, itted tbrough use of the diesel ge,nerator, a Minor Source Emission Permit would need to be obtained from the

Environme,lrtal Protection Agency. Operation of the diesel generator would e,rnit hydrocarbons that would have an

objectionable odor to campers or others using the recreation site adjacent to the pumping station. It is unlikely that the adverse

effects on air quality and odor could be totally eliminated; however, these effects would be localized and short ternr

WATFR

Response to comments 5,6,7, and 8

Consfir:ction of the pipeline and intake stucture would r,csult in a discharge of sediment to the Missouri River during and for a

short time after constnrction Turbidity would increase downsteam for about one mile during the constuction phase of the

project Bank stabilization and revegeation would minimize the potential for long-term sediment delivery to the river.

Constnrction of the purying plant would have minor effects on pattems and amount of surface runoff. lncreased runofffrom
the pumping station would occur, coryared to existing conditions, but this runoffwould be negligible given ttre small size of
the pumping plant.

The Roosevelt County Disaster and Emergency Services (Letter, July 10, 2003) indicates that the proposed intalce and pumping

station are in designated shallow flooding areas. To build in these locations, the lowest floor of any stucture must be two feet

above the estimated high water level or nvo feet above average elevation. The proposed purying station would be two feet

above the average water level. Operation of the Fort Peck Dam controls exte, e flood events and prevents overbank flooding

at the puq station site.

The intake itself would be in the Missouri River, which is subject to flow variation resulting from operation of the Fort Peck

Dam. The intake wouldbe permanently flooded.

'FGFTATION \_,
Response to comment 9,10, and 1l

Constnrction of the pipeline would remove from 10-20 mature cottonwood fiees and associated shrubs and herbaceous

vegetation These cottonwood tnees became established prior to closure of the Fort Peck Dam. Operation of the Fort Peck

Dam, which has eliminated overbank flseding, has prevented the establishment of young cottonwoods on the historic
floodplains of the Missouri River; conseque,ntly, new cottonwoods would not become established following removal of the trees

for the intake and pumping station In the absence of periodic overbank flooding, the existing sands of riparian cottonwoods on
and adjace,lrt to the project site will decline in vigor and die out within 50 years or less.

Disturbance of soil associated with construction of the intake and pumping plant would increase the potential for noxious weeds

to become established on the site.

Mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects on vegetation would include:

o Reseeding of disturbed sites with desirable grasses and forbs as soon as practicable after constnrction
o Treatue,nt of noxious weed infestations prior to construction
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o Monitoring and teahent ofnoxious weed infestations following constnrction
o Planting of cotlonwood, snoufuITy, chokecherry, buffalo berry, and other native woody species on distgrbed sites.

,A o Protecting planted tees and shrubs and adjacent mature cottonwoods beaver damage tt-"gn fencing or some other
method

FISHN/TINI IFF

Response to comment 12

Re'moval of cottonwood hees and associated shrubs, gftulses, and forbs, would reduce habiat quality for song birds, raptors
(especially owls), raccoons, and other species the frequent riparian habitat. The effect on wildlife populations would be slight,
however, due to the small acreage removed (less than 2 acres of riparian vegetation), and current high levels of hgman activity
(boat launch, highway, and rccreation site). During constnrction, birds and other wildlife would be displaced from the
constnrction site. It is likely that they would retum !o adjacent areas following constnrction as wildlife becomes accustomed to
low-level noise from the pr.rmping station.

Four federally listed species ofanimals are known to be present near the project area, bald eagle (threatened), piping plover
(threatened), least tern (endangered), whooping crane, and pallid sturgeon (endangered). A Biological Assessment was
prepared for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water Sptein and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the
proposed project would not affect bald eagle, ufrooping crane, and least tem and is not likely to adversely affect the piping
plover and pallid sturgeon. This determination was based, in parl on the following com€rvation commituents:

o Impacts to piping plover and least tem nesting habitat on sandbars and islands would be avoided by timing
constnrction to avoid the critical nesting period of May 15 to July 30 or by selecring an intake site 0.5 miles from
potential nesting babiat.

o Monitor the intake for the presence of pallid stugeon fiy or eggs for seven yeals
o Constnrcting the intake wittr slots l/8 inch or less with water velocities limited to 0.5 feet per second.

NOISE/FI ECTRICAI FFFFCTS

' Response to comm€nB 13 and 14

Curently, noise at the proposed purying station site is mostly from taffc on the adjacent paved highway. With constnrction
of the pumping station, there would be a low-level hum from operation of the purnps. Bperience on the Mni Wiconi Project in
South Dakoata indicates that with prop€r desrgn of the building housing the purys, noise levels were not a cause of complaint
from nearby residents. Similar noise abatement is planned at the Wolf Point constnrction site.

I.ANT) IISF

Response to comment 15

Curently, the developed camping and recreation area is mostly west of Highway 13. The highway embanlonent would shield
some recreationists from the otpected low noise levels and views of the punping station.

Future development of recreation on the parcel of state lands, east of Highway 13 would likely take place several hundred prds
east of the proposed pumping station. The proposed purying station is located benveen Highway 13 and an electrical
transmission line. If future development were on the state parcel east of the electrical transmission line, noise from the pumping
station likely would not be audible to recreationists.
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The size of total land area available for recreation at the site would be reduced from 43.59 acres to 40.30 acres'

The location of land proposed for sale does not appear to be of prime recreational importance due to its close

proximity to Highway 13 on the west and an electrical transmission line on the east. Future development of

iecreation would not be precluded by the proposed action. The eastern part of the state parcel is cunently

undeveloped and could be developed for camping or other recreational activities. Effects from noise and visual

intrusions associated with the pumping station would be minimized through construction techniques to reduce noise.

PUBLIC SERVTCES/TAXES/UTILITI ES

Response to comment 16

The proposed sale of state land to the Fort Peck Tribes would have no effect on revenue sources. Cunently, the

land is being used for recreational access to the Missouri River. Access would not be restricted by the proposed

action. Because the land sale would result in 3.29 acres of state land becoming land owned bythe Fort Peck Tribes,

on the Fort Peck tndian Reservation, the state would have no jurisdiction over the land with implementation of the

proposed action.

There would be no maintenance cost directly associated with the sale of land to the Fort Peck Tribes; however, the

water intake and pumping station would require maintenance. The cost of maintenance is included in the project

budget for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System.

The proposed project would result in consumption of electrical energy to pump water from the Missouri River.

AESTH ETICS/RECREATION

Response to comment 17 and 18

Construction of the pumping station and installation of the buried pipeline would affect visual quality and aesthetics
of the site. The pumping station would introduce a new structure that would add to the overall effect of human
development of the recreation area. Although there are cunently two bridges over the river, an electric transmission
line and a highway adjacent to the pumping station site, the structural features, including a fence around the
pumping stiation, would detract from the natural ambiance desirable for a recreational site on the Missouri River.

Removal of 10-20 mature cottonwoods trees would further reduce the aesthetic qualities desired for a recreation
site.

Under normal operating conditions, noise from the pumping station would be a low hum, audible for distance of
about 100 feet. ln an emergency, the backup diesel generator would be used to power the pumping station. Noise
and air emissions from the diesel generator would detract from aesthetics and recreational quality of the state lands
adjacent to the pumping station. Use of the emergency generator would be short term and infrequent.

Visual effects would be reduced by planting native vegetation (e.9., cottonwoods, chokecherry, American Plum,
silver buffaloberry, snowberry, and rose) to visually screen the pumping station. Vegetation screening would also
help reduce noise from the pumping station to nondisruptive levels. Visual effects would be further mitigated by
designing and constructing a low-profile pumping plant building and painting the building in natural colors.

Cottonwood trees and native shrubs would be planted to replace trees and shrubs removed during construction of
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the buried pipeline; however, the loss of mature trees would be a long{erm loss of visual quality. Trees would have
to grow for more than 60 years to replace the mature trees now on the site.

CULTU FIAUHISTORICAL RESOU RCES

A Class lll cultural resouroes survey has been completed for the land affected by the pumping station and intake
(Strait, J., J. Pouley, and L. Peterson. 2003. Cultural Resources lnventory of the Fort Peck Rural Water Project:
lntake and Water Processing Plant Locations, Roosevelt Co., MT. Ethnoscience lnc., Billings, MT). This survey
identified the Lewis and Clark Bridge, also known as the Wolf Point Bridge or Macon Bridge, completed in 1930, as

the finest remaining example of Pennsylvania through-truss bridge in Montana. This bridge, immediately adjacent

to the pumping station and pipeline for the intake is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (Site

24RV438).

ln 1998, the Montana Department of Transportation executed an agreement that turned ownership of the

Bridge over to the Montana Historical Society. State Historical Society maintains the bridge and features that give it

its historic significance and assumed all legal and financial responsibility for the bridge.

SHPO has determined that the proposed project would not adversely affect cultural resources (see attached letter)
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